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Abstract
This article presents the results of an analysis comparing the competitive position 
of Poland and other countries of the Visegrad Group (V4) in the post‑accession 
period (2004–2015). The assumption is that among the V4 countries, Poland has 
joined those countries where the diverse effects of EU membership are clearly 
visible. In the study, analysis was applied to secondary data pertaining to pillars 
of economic competitiveness, as determined by the ‘Global Competitiveness Re‑
ports’ prepared by the World Economic Forum. The article ends with a list of vital 
conclusions based on the presented analysis. 
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1. Introduction
Poland, like the other ‘new’ EU member states, has experienced a number of suc‑
cesses and failures in the post‑accession period. The prospect of accession to the 
EU provided the impulse for transformational changes initiated at the beginning 
of the 1990s and the first years of EU membership allowed Poland to build rela‑
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the main factors for reinforcing its international economic competitiveness. 










are the most comprehensive international competitiveness rankings of economies, 
as well as the most frequently‑quoted in the literature. 
2. Competitiveness and International Position: a Review of the Positions 
Taken in the Main Literature2










a ‘bottom threshold of competitiveness’: countries do not disappear from the 
market, so there is no basis for examining their competitiveness;
2) competitiveness pertaining to companies is a zero‑sum game. A company of‑








3) competitiveness of export determines the success of small, open economies, 
yet in the case of more sustainable, large economies, economic growth does 
not depend on success in international trade, but on the effective use and re‑
distribution of generated resources. Therefore, the phenomenon of competi‑
tiveness is not universal. 
However, proponents of the theory of the economic competitiveness of coun‑








In response  to Krugman’s statements about countries  lacking  the ‘bottom 
threshold of competitiveness’ of companies, it is worth looking at it as a long‑term 
phenomenon with structural features (Jagiełło 2008, p. 13). A. Wziątek‑Kubiak 
emphasises that such a view distinguishes economic competitiveness from that 






































nal determination about the core of this phenomenon remains an open issue. The 
sharp increase in discussions about economic competitiveness has led to termi‑
nological chaos (Gomułka, Czajkowski 2008, p. 16). Despite the inconsistencies 
in nomenclature, it is commonly accepted that a key part of any review of the con‑












to the increased welfare of its inhabitants.










er countries, but also in the context of the stage of development in which a given 
economy is at a given moment (Weresa 2008, p. 102; WEF 2014, pp. 9–11). 
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od. Determinants describing the competitiveness of individual countries have be‑
come the object of analysis of numerous researchers and international centres. 
One such centre is the International Management Institute (IMD). It publishes 
the results of its studies in annual reports, compiled as the World Competitiveness 
Yearbook, which includes several dozen countries. Since 2004, the World Bank 
has also been preparing its annual Doing Business reports, devoted to analysis 
of the conditions of conducting business in the examined countries. The Foreign 






rankings has been the competitiveness ranking of international economies (‘The 
Global Competitiveness Report’). This ranking is the result of an annual compara‑
tive study of the conditions of economic development of countries and is conduct‑




































Pillar 9: Technological readiness

















Table 2. Weights of indicators determining a country’s competitive position based on develop‑
ment level (GDP per capita)
Specification




from level 1 
to level 2




from level 2 
to level 3
































tries with the lowest level of economic development. 
4. Changes in Poland’s Competitive Position Compared to the Other V4 
Countries
The results of studies on economic competitiveness conducted by the World Eco‑



















again. As a result, in 2010 Poland had achieved the 39th position in the ranking, 
before falling back slightly for the next few years, as demonstrated above. How‑




Table 3. Poland’s competitiveness compared to the other V4 countries in studies conducted 
by the World Economic Forum between 2004 and 2015
Ranking
Ranking Score Indicator Value
CZ HU PL SK CZ HU PL SK
2004–2005 40 39 60 43 4.55 4.56 3.98 4.43
2005–2006 38 39 51 41 4.42 4.38 4.00 4.31
2006–2007 31 38 45 36 4.67 4.49 4.39 4.54
2007–2008 33 47 51 41 4.58 4.35 4.28 4.45
2008–2009 33 62 53 46 4.62 4.22 4.28 4.40
2009–2010 31 58 46 47 4.67 4.22 4.33 4.31
2010–2011 36 52 39 60 4.57 4.33 4.51 4.25
2011–2012 38 48 41 69 4.52 4.36 4.46 4.19
2012–2013 39 60 41 71 4.51 4.30 4.46 4.14
2013–2014 46 63 42 78 4.43 4.25 4.46 4.10
2014–2015 37 60 43 75 4.53 4.28 4.48 4.15
2015–2016 31 63 41 67 4.69 4.25 4.49 4.22
Transition     
2015/2004 9 –24 19 –24 0.14 –0.31 0.51 –0.21





results with those of other countries from the Visegrad Group. These countries’ 
economies and social situations in the post‑accession period were similar. Howev‑






















Diagram 1. Changes in Poland’s competitive position compared to the other V4 countries 





the new EU member states as having had the highest GDP growth index (Molen‑
dowski 2015, 2016). Thanks to this, and despite the recorded aggravation of its 
public finances, Poland was considered one of the most stable (macroeconomically) 












itive position of countries with the lowest level of economic development.4 Data 
pertaining to the impact of individual indicators on the competitive position of Po‑
land and the other V4 countries are presented in Table 4.





CZ HU PL SK CZ HU PL SK
GCI – total 31 38 45 36 31 63 41 67
1. Institutions 55 45 69 50 57 97 58 104
2. Infrastructure 33 50 65 53 41 48 56 57
3. Macroeconomic environment 36 88 51 37 21 52 46 41
4. Health and primary education 57 40 21 65 27 72 40 50
5. Higher education and training  27 30 33 39 29 57 31 53
6. Goods market efficiency 31 45 56 38 37 72 46 54
7. Labour market efficiency 31 36 41 24 47 77 81 100
8. Financial market development 50 43 64 27 24 65 43 35
9. Technological readiness 27 36 46 33 29 48 41 44
10. Market size 40 41 22 53 47 51 21 62
11. Business sophistication 27 36 56 47 30 90 55 57




















ings  did  not  change),  innovation  and  sophistication  factors  did  not  play  such  
a significant role in shaping the country’s position. The Czech Republic mainly 









in its score with respect to innovation and sophistication factors. On the other 
hand, basic requirements (infrastructure, macroeconomic environment) played 











most important trends that characterised changes in the competitive position of 
the analysed countries in 2015 in comparison to 2006. These changes are clearly 
visible when Diagrams 2 and 3 are compared. 





petitive position of countries with  the  relatively  lowest  level of economic de‑
velopment (institutions: by 11 positions; infrastructure: by 9 positions; macro‑
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economic environment: by 5 positions).  In  the group of efficiency enhancers,  
a clear improvement was visible only in the case of ‘financial market development’ 
(by 21 positions) and ‘goods market efficiency’ (by 10 positions). Unfortunately, in 




Diagram 2. Indicators determining Poland’s competitive position and those of the other V4 
countries in 2006
1. Institutions; 2. Infrastructure; 3. Macroeconomic environment; 4. Health and primary educa‑
tion; 5. Higher education and training; 6. Goods market efficiency; 7. Labour market efficiency; 













Diagram 3. Indicators determining Poland’s competitive position and that of the other V4 
countries in 2015
1. Institutions; 2. Infrastructure; 3. Macroeconomic environment; 4. Health and primary educa‑
tion; 5. Higher education and training; 6. Goods market efficiency; 7. Labour market efficiency; 









in rapid economic growth, coupled with simultaneous restructuring and modern‑
isation. This exerted a significant influence on improvement of the international 
competitive position of their economies.
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role in determining the competitive position of countries with the lowest level of 
economic development. In the group of pro‑efficiency indicators, no significant 
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MIĘDZYNARODOWA POZYCJA KONKURENCYJNA 
GOSPODARKI – POLSKA NA TLE PAŃSTW GRUPY 
WYSZEHRADZKIEJ W OKRESIE POAKCESYJNYM
Artykuł jest prezentacją wyników analizy, w ramach której podjęto próbę porównania 
zmian pozycji konkurencyjnej Polski oraz pozostałych państw Grupy Wyszehradzkiej 
(GW‑4) w okresie poakcesyjnym (lata 2004–2015). Przyjęto założenie, że Polska należy 
wśród państw GW‑4 do tych, w których najbardziej wyraźnie wystąpiły zróżnicowane 
efekty członkostwa. W badaniu zastosowano analizę danych wtórnych, dotyczących fila‑
rów konkurencyjności gospodarki wyodrębnionych w Raportach „Global Competitiveness 
Report”, opracowywanych przez Światowe Forum Ekonomiczne. Artykuł kończy zesta‑
wienie najważniejszych wniosków wynikających z prezentowanej analizy.
Słowa kluczowe: międzynarodowa konkurencyjność gospodarki, efekty członkostwa 
w UE, Polska na tle państw Grupy Wyszehradzkiej
